Comments by anonymous reviewer #2 are in bold. Author responses are in blue.
The citation was added.
P2, L22:
Is it (i.e. point 4) really a limitation? This study is not concentrating on this topic so this sentence can be removed.
Our original "point (4)" has been removed as it is not a limitation in terms of radiative forcing.
P4, L2 Just a comment, sigma is usually fixed and same mode width does not represent well both coarse mode particles in troposphere and stratosphere (long living particles).
Corrected. The references to the two paper have been added, including a short discussion about their model.
P4, L8:

P4, L18
: "the radiation scheme did not interact with the aerosol module" This is not true.
This part of the sentence was removed. P6, L11: Is there some explanation behind the decision to use 1.83 MT S yr-1 injections? For me it sounds like an accidental choice where you originally planned to do injections with certain mass but after all simulations were done, you noticed that unit in emission(/injection) was not what it should have been. However, I do not say that this is a problem, because there is not anything "wrong" to use this value, but if there is a sensible reason for use this specific value, it should be mentioned. This is also just a comment, but it would have been nice to see differences between SO2 and sulfate injections in a case of larger amount of injection.
The initial idea was to emit 2 Mt/yr, but due to a problem in the emission scheme, effectively only 1.83 Mt/yr have been emitted. As you already mentioned, this has no effect on the conclusions made in this paper as the same amount of sulfur has been emitted in all our model simulations. The 1.83 Mt/yr correspond to 9-20% of the emitted amount of sulfur from the Mt. Pinatubo eruption, depending which model one considers as the estimate of total S emission ranges from about 10-20 Mt S. Unfortunately, we did not have the resources to conduct simulations with different emission magnitudes. We clearly declare that the sensitivities with respect to aerosol burden and radiative forcing vary for different emission magnitudes. You are right. Thank you very much for spotting this mistake. All calculations in the paper have been recalculated and corrected if necessary.
P9, L2: and maybe due to the coagulation?
Corrected to: "In the AM-H2SO4 case, the number concentration of nucleation mode particles decreases below background conditions due to the increased surface area available for condensation (Fig. 2) and increased coagulation of nucleation mode particles with accumulation mode particles." We did not look at LW radiation as we used constant sea surface temperatures. We only observed surface LW radiation anomalies of <0.1 W/m 2 . For a solid LW anomaly estimate a coupled ocean module would be necessary.
P10, L4: Reduction is seen only in clear-sky forcing but not in all-sky.
Corrected.
P10, L6:
As was pointed out by reviewer 1 too, I had to google "surf zone" so maybe it is not that familiar word.
Was corrected to "…emitting partly into the stratospheric surf zone and not only into the tropical pipe. The stratospheric surf zone is the region outside the subtropical transport barrier where breaking of planetary waves leads to quasi horizontal mixing (McIntyre and Palmer, 1984; Polvani et al., 1995) ." P10, L21: It is better to use 25km instead of 24hPa to be consistent with experiment names. 
